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Free Schools; Mgnet Schools Assistance; Cprehensive Rgional Assistance Centers; Rgado Learn Television;
Telecommunications Demonstration et for Math; Fund for the Iprovement of Education: Javits Gifted and Talented
Education; Eisenhower B®nal Math and Science Consortia; 21st Cgnfiommuniy Learnirg Centers; and International
Education Exchage. Additionaly, Part A Title | funds for the economicalilisadvantged would be awarded diregtio local
educational gencies, and States could elect to receiveduitheducation funds as a State blgnt, as local educationajency
block grants, or under the currengrdatoly scheme. (Estimates of the totpéat on Federal educatipnograms vay dependirg

on the definitions used for suptograms. Accordig to the National Center for Education Statistics of theaiment of Education,
$100.5 hillion in on-buget and off-budet Federal and other funds will bgest on them in fiscatear 1998 ($73.1 billion of that
amount will be on-buget Federal gendirg). The Dgpartment of Education's on-bget endirg is $32 billion, of which roghly
half is for K-12programs.) In total, the Gorton amendment would all@tai$10.279 billion of Department of Education K-12
spendirg to be in bloclgrants. To ensure that total fundiwould not decline, fundopauthorizations would be increased for each
of the next 5/ears, and if fundigpwere to decline below the authorized level the blgrelkit gtions would be rpealed. Further,
the amendment would enact a "hold harml@sstision toprotect each State that chose a blgant gotion from receivig less

in ayear than it would have received if it had remained under the current Fedelaliag scheme. Funds would lgaren under
the local educationalgang option unless a State, in the figgtar its Igislature met, selected one of the othgtiams. If a State
chose to remain under the currergulatory scheme, it could chge that decision in the next fisgadar if it wished. If it chose
either of the bloclgrant gutions, it could chage its decision oglonce and ol after receivig blockgrant fundirg for 3years. For
the consolidated blogbrogram fundirg, funds would be distributed basgubua the total number of schoaled children andpon

the number of negachildren (as measured kligibility for Part A Title | aid for the economicgltisadvantged). States could
spend no more thangercent of those bloajrant funds on administrative costs, and would baired to end them on innovative
assistanc@rograms, includig programs for mgnet schools, for technag training for teachers, fopurchasig instructional
materials, for hgding disadvantged children, for lowerig drap out rates, for combattiilliteracy, for meetimg the needs diifted
and talented students, and for lowgrihe teacher-student ratio. Tpxgrams the fundig for which would be consolidated under
this blockgrant focus on these sampiorities. Basical, the Federal Government currgril involved in ony a few, focused areas
of K-12 education that have been determined to be natmwivaities by Corgress; the Gorton amendment would retain the
priorities, but it would have State and logavernments determine best how to meet them instead ofghaviollow detailed
Federal mandates angboeting requirements. Communyitparticipation would be rguired in determinig uses for such blodarant
funds.

Those favoringthe amendment contended:

The Gorton amendment builds on an amendment that the Passeel lagtear (see 105th Cgress, 1st session, vote No. 232),
but which was drpped in conference. That earlier amendment would have consolidated a number of Federal K-12 educational
programs into a sigle block grant. A number of Senators raised fivecedural ofection that too little time had beepent
considerig the idea. Therefore, over the course ofghgtyear, we have held heagmand have sght the advice of educational
experts, State officialgolitical officials from bothparties, and local educatiogeng/ administrators and teachers. Modifications
have been made to this amendment based on some of the conpersseaelk but, overall, those hegsproved both the need and
the huge swpport for this amendment.

According to the General AccountyOffice the United States has ageuinumber of overfgping Federal educationptograms,
each with its own igulations angbaperwork reuirements. For instance, 15 different Federglddenents andgencies administer
127 sparate Federgdrograms for at-risk and deljuentyouth, 11 Federal [partments andgencies administer more than 90 garl
childhoodprograms, and 9 Federal partments andgencies administer 86 teacher-tramprograms. For most school districts
the Federal Governmepovides orny about 6percent to ercent of school fund but the confusipand sometimes contradicgor
requirements from the aboyeograms and manotherprograms are rg®nsible for 5Qoercent to 6(ercent of schools' galations
andpaperwork reuirements. Each time a Member of @ogss comespwith the brght idea, for instance, @roviding teacher
training, and theproposal is enacted, jitist adds to the mess. Quregram does not create much of a burden; tvagrams are not
that bad; but as hundredsppbgrams are added,\ar yon layer, each with its own rules angpogting requirements, the burden
becomes enormous.

The Gorton amendment woudive the States thegption of sweging aside most of the burden without rigikimarm to thejuality
of education thgcan offer. Most State and local officials, Democratic argliBl&Ean, epressedyreat frustration with the difficujt
in conplying with Federal rgulations andgaperwork, andyave examles of reforms that tlyewould like to enact but could not
because of Federalqerements. Riht now, thg are in a bind--the Federal Government taxes their citizens, and then tells them
that if they want ary of the monyg back for education all tyehave to do is copty with certain rules. This formulatigouts them
undergreatpressure to accede to Federal rules, becauseyifitheot their citizenget taxed and theget nothirg in return. Our
colleggues tell us that this sepis fair because ewelState has thegint to refuse Federal funds. We djsze, because those funds
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were taken from the States in the fplstce. Educational @erts also testified in favor of allowgrblock grants, because theaid

that most of the recent successful innovations in education have come at the State and local levels. Further, decatidsavireseal
consistent found that students do better in school wparents and teachers have gneatest sain educational decisions. The
further removegbarents and teachers are from such decisions, the worse giedennance becomes.

Not all of the testimoy on theproposal to bloclgrant educational funds was favorable. A number of common concerns were
expressed, and a fepeqole even testified that tiigoreferred Federal mandates goagerwork to blockgrants. All of those concerns
are addressed in this amendment. One of the masieindy expressed concerns was that the amendment thatppesvad last
year would haveypassed States. Therefore, in this amendment, States would hagah@bhavirg the blockgrantsgo to them
or directl to local educationalgencies, at their sole discretion. Another common ywaas that if the Federal Governmegatve
money in blockgrants, it would lose interest in K-12 education and total fupaiould decline. Therefore, this amendment would
guarantee that no State would have a decrease in fuosin the next years, and overall fundirwould be increased or the block
grant gotions would be rescinded. As foryaStates that like the currentgidatorly maze--fine, the are welcome to it. This
amendment would not forceaBtate to do arthing. They could let the monego directl to local @encies; the could have igo
to them first to distribute; or trecould still take it with all the Federal stggmandpaperwork reuirements attached. We igiae
that different States will have differemtorities, so all three gions will be exercised in various locations. Fronpenence, we
will then be able to see whiclption works best.

This amendment is not about dismarglithe Deyartment of Education; it is about svpeeg awey a tamle of chokirg
regulations. States would still bequired topursue Federariorities, but thg would be trusted to come with their own solutions.
We vey strorgly agree, for instance, that efforts should be made to reduce schpoldrates, and that it ippropriate for the
Federal Government to encogeathe States to have symograms. Wly do our collegues assume, thgh, that suchprograms
will work better if they are degined and run accordirto Federal rguirements instead of State or locajugements? Even if our
colleagues will assume fgust a moment thagerhgs State and local officials have mental faculties that arepanwith Federal
bureaucrats, and are thparfectly cgpable of degining their own educationgdrograms to address Fedemmlorities, then this
proposal to let them degm their ownprograms has merit because Federal educatfwogtams, on avege, consume 1percent
of program funds in administrative costs. Thus, if a State has officials wishas smart as Federal bureaucrats at tharDeent
of Education, the Gorton amendment would effecfigdle them an instant, 1percent fundig increase.

Lastyear, our collegues said that one of the joareasons theopposed the amendment was that heggrimad not been held,
so theg did not know what State and logmlvernments wanted, or what educationgests wanted. Heargs have now been held,
so we have those answers. We have worked hard to adgrassan concerns, and have modified this amendment tqpeusit
ary State that did not want blogkants to continue under the currepstem. We trust the States that wpresent to make the
decisions that are best for them. If our caless likewise think that their States arpadale of actig in their own interests, then
they will join us in spporting this amendment.

Those opposinghe amendment contended:

By far the bulk of elementgrand secondgreducation fundig is at the local level. Locagjovernments run and finance the
schools. We believe that argement is ppropriate and should continue. However, we also believe that there are a few areas
which the Federal Government should be involved. We understanghitssaphical matter, that manconservative Raublicans
disagree. Thg see all Federal involvement as Federal interference, and would like gatligran end. Basical] the Gorton
amendment would brinFederal involvement to an end. It would blgeknt most K-12 Dgartment of Education fundin States
would get a few broad instructions, but could essegtgind the mongas thg saw fit. Agreeirg to the Gorton amendment would
turn the Federal Government into a tax collector for the States. We grédsrwouldget all of the blame for makinthe hard
decisions to irpose taxes, and State and local officials waetdall of thepraise for pendirg the mong on education. Worsget,
we would not have anassurance that the mgneould be pent propriately. The Federal Government, for instance, flased
a high priority on makig schools drg-free, and haprograms to that effect. If all of the mon#hat currengt went to suclprograms
were shoved into a broad blogtant that had multie purposes, a State could conceiwaliecide that kgaéng drugs out of schools
is not vey important, and coulduit spendirg money on such efforts. CertawiStates have their own educatiopabrities, and
if they want topursue thoseriorities they have evey right to tax their citizens tpay for them. Further, if thedisagree with the
Federal Governmentsiorities, they do not have to take Federal funds t@lement them. In essence, we believe that the Gorton
amendment comes down to tigestion of whether or not Senators believe that the Federal Governmentditimatéerole in
primary and secondgreducation. We believe that it does, and thpy®ee this amendment.



